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INFINITIVES IN -iftev IN HOMER, IMMANUEL BEKKER, 
AND PROFESSOR SCOTT 

By George Melville Bolling 

In reading the writings of the Unitarians, one is at times reminded 
of what used to be called kathenotheism in the study of the Veda. 
Some scholar is for the moment "raised to that bad eminence" of 
being a leading light of Disintegrating Criticism; an argument 
ascribed to him is glorified (at times beyond its worth) as convinc- 
ing, overwhelmingly convincing — if the premises on which it is based 
are as stated. Examination of these, however, shows always that 
this leading light either was unable to count (a simple form of mental 
testing), or had never read the Homeric poems, or had made some 
obvious blunder. We are then left to infer (or it is urged upon us) that 
all the ideas of such a light, not to speak of the lesser luminaries, may 
safely be disregarded. Both the logic and psychology of the scheme 
are interesting, but I shall refrain from comment, observing only 
that the backfiring of such an argument is apt to be peculiarly 
dangerous. 

On this pattern Professor Scott in his article "Some Tests of 
the Relative Antiquity of Homeric Books," Classical Philology, 
XIV (1919), 136-46, has treated Immanuel Bekker and the distri- 
bution of the Aeolic infinitive in -ejuev before the bucolic dieresis in 
the Iliad as compared with the Odyssey. It may come as a surprise 
to the readers of Professor Scott's article, but neither Bekker nor 
Witte, the other scholar criticized, manifests any interest in the 
fact that there are more examples 1 of these infinitives in the Iliad 
than in the Odyssey. Bekker was writing on Zahlenverhdltnisse im 
Homerischen versbau, and is here concerned with the preponderance 

1 More absolutely Iliad 1 16 : Odyssey, 53 (54) and more relatively: on an average 
one to 135 lines of the Iliad, one to 229 (224) lines of the Odyssey. Professor Scott 
counts seventy examples in the Odyssey or one to 173 lines. With curious arithmetic 
(but of. Classical Journal, XV [1920J, 369) he dismisses this difference as showing 
"little relative decline." It actually shows that to get a given number of examples 
you must expect to read 28 per cent more of the Odyssey than of the Iliad, a difference 
that is hardly negligible. Witte's problem is likewise metrical. 
[Classical Philoloot XVI, October, 1921] 352 
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of the dactyl over the spondee before the bukolische cdsur. Among 
other examples he cites this infinitive and all that he says of it is 
"infinitive auf epev hat hier die Ilias 116 gegen 52 auf eiv, die Odyssee 
51 gegen 9." That explains why "Bekker chose to limit his investi- 
gation to this single position" in the verse — a limitation of which 
Professor Scott complains. It also explains why he limited his 
investigation to the forms in which there may be doublets — -i/xev 
-eiv — a limitation which Professor Scott has ignored. 

The gist of Professor Scott's argument is : as Bekker is 
the editor of one of the most illustrious recensions of the complete text of 
Homer we are thus able to test his figures in the readings of his own text. 

His statistics for the Iliad are substantially correct since in reading 
the Iliad in search of these infinitives I found 114 as compared with his 116, 
so that I conclude that I have overlooked two and that we both have used 
the same method in counting, but in making a like search in his own edition 
of the Odyssey I found, not his fifty-one, but I actually found seventy, so 
that while his figures for the Iliad are essentially correct those in the Odyssey 
must be increased nearly 40 per cent. 

We are thus asked to believe that the same man could count in 
the Iliad more accurately than Professor Scott and yet could find in 
the Odyssey only a trifle more than 70 per cent of the examples. The 
thing is improbable; it becomes necessary to test the testing. 

Professor Scott has a surplus of nineteen examples, and I have 
assumed as a working hypothesis that the list published by him 
includes all the material. Of these nineteen, three are to be set aside 
at once: 

o 370 = t 3 . . . . koXov aKove/x.cv early doiooB 
/3 207 .... as £iri«K«s omneiuev to-rlv «Kao"T<{> 

A dieresis is not now put between an enclitic and the word on which 
it inclines. 1 Of the remaining sixteen, four must likewise be set 
aside: e"-fiev <r 127 r 64 191, de-fxev X 315. When properly analyzed 
they are infinitives in -fiev, not in -ifJiev, that is, not examples of the 
thing to be counted. Of the remaining twelve, nine must also be set 

1 There is reason to doubt whether this was clear in 1859 to Bekker. If he 
intended to include such examples he should have found fifty-six instances in the 
Odyssey. Then 51 may be a misprint for 56 (for a miscount it is disproportionately 
large, and other numbers in the article are obviously misprinted) and that may be 
the whole mountain (Hor. A. P. 139). His intention does not alter, however, the 
fact that these examples do not come "directly before the bucolic dieresis." 
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aside because they are emendations. The tradition gives ivkax^-v, 
etc., |8 370 7 93 f 28 327 o 21 ir 423 v 294 312 % 288 without a vari- 
ant deemed worthy of record in the Oxford text, while even Ludwich's 
love of minutiae could find only a single MS (Ven., IV, 9) 1 reading 
arepPeixev v 294, eiwinev x 288. Of the remaining three, one must 
also be set aside in the dispute between Professor Scott and Bekker 
and recorded separately in judging the facts themselves. At o 393 
Aristarchus read aiiobeiv, the MSS have cucovefiev; Wolf followed 
Aristarchus and the printed Vulgate editions (as far as accessible 
to me) including Bekker's have followed him. Then there are but 
two errors— be they miscount or misprint — in Bekker in correcting 
which Professor Scott has introduced seventeen others of his own, an 
increase in error of 750 per cent. 

The argument has shifted in Platonic fashion and it is now I 
who am suggesting the thing I pronounced above improbable that 
one and the same man can count the Iliad with approximate accuracy 
and blunder grossly in the Odyssey. It is incumbent upon me to 
explain. 

Professor Scott's errors fall into three classes. To the first of 
these, the mistakes in scansion, there are no corresponding traps in 
the Iliad for the tradition is a/xweiv elcrl ical aXXoc N 312 «> 814. As 
for the misdivided forms e-ixev, Be-fxev, it is impossible to believe that 
Professor Scott would count these in the Odyssey and not iiedUfiev 
A 351, e$-ey.ev A 141 in the Iliad. The chances for such mistakes 
are thus less in the Iliad, and in Professor Scott's case have been 
offset by a (readily excusable) mistake in counting; for he should 
have found 118 (116+2) examples instead of his 114. The blunders 
from the disregard of the tradition can be understood most easily 
from the following table: 2 





Ludwich 


Oxford 


Bekker' 

(1843) 


Horn. 

Blatter 


Bekker* 1 

(1858) 


Scott 




116 
53 


118 
53 


116 
53 


116 
51 


166 
63 


114 




70 (63+7) 







1 Not known, of course, to Bekker. 

2 I have not included the passages (a 370 /3 207 t 3) in which there is no dieresis, 
The passages in the Iliad are: A 78, 542, 547, B 10, 152, 165, 181, 234, 237, 597, 643; 
T 9,286, 459; A 229, 247, 286; E 223, 255, 327, 473, 520, 606; Z 53, 94, 109, 209, 229, 
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It is a matter of common knowledge among students of Homer 
that Bekkeris the editor not "of one of the most illustrious recen- 
sions of the complete text of Homer" but of two. It is also generally 
known that these editions differ totally in character — the first (1843) 
being a recension of the Vulgate, the second (1858) being an attempt 
to recover an earlier form of the text. The difference stands written 
on the title pages: of the first Homeri Ilias (Odyssea) ex recognitions 
Irnmanuelis Bekkeri; of the second Carmina Homerica Immanuel 
Bekker emendabat et annotdbat. Consequently the first edition does 
not, for instance, print the digamma, the second edition does; and 
the first edition in the infinitives at question follows the tradition, 
the second edition introduces in the fourth foot the forms in -epev 
wherever it is possible. A glance at the table will show what Pro- 
fessor Scott has done: he has used the second emended edition for 
the Odyssey 1 but the unemended first edition 2 for the Iliad. It is 
an astounding example of the fallacy of undistributed middle. 

The figures are then essentially correct. Taking Bekker' s 
figures as they stand 116:51 and allowing for the different lengths 
of the poems, it might be calculated that 100 lines of the Iliad 



275, 281; H 192, 408; 6 11, 107, 197, 206, 223, 239, 254, 414; I 230, 356, 369, 602, 
683, 688; K 40, 51, 147, 308, 320, 327, 395; A 6, 48, 274, 400; M 50, 85, 213; N 9, 
109, 338, 367, 379; H 85, 97, 106, 125, 265, 369; O 73, 98, 105, 146, 198, 259, 508, 
688; II 62, 220, 396, 728; P 239, 273, 488, 703; 2 129, 191, 260, 302; T 68, 124, 
147, 194, 401; T 361; * 7, 316, 399, 455; X 129; * 183, 308, 309, 356, 404, 531, 
660, 668; 244, 301, 565, 592, 657, 716, to which the Oxford text adds T 140; X 100. 

Bekker's statistics for -av Iliad 52, Odyssey 9 require to be corrected to 53:10. 
The passages from the Odyssey are the ten wrongly adduced by Professor Scott; in 
the Iliad occur: B 121, 452; V 67, 393, 435; E 802, 894; Z 266; H 3, 42, 118, 169, 
324; O 78; I 11, 93, 241, 250, 403, 408, 615; K 359, 371; A 12, 717; N 64, 74, 172; 
S 152; O 456; II 631, 834; P 465; 2 255, 258; T 30, 71, 72, 79, 140, 149, 206, 228; 
T 100, 180; * 100, 231, 341, 572; X 156, 200; * 50; 309, not counting afibveiv 
thrl N312, 814, nor bfibvav Sob\u>p fcap Z 463, aixbvuv rr/vai $oy<n I 435, where a/ivvkntv 
is not possible. For the Oxford edition subtract of course T 140; T 100. 

For Bekker 2 combine the two lists: for the Odyssey 53+10=63, for the Iliad 
116+53=169 from which subtract E 606, I 230, T 124 where the forms have dis- 
appeared in further emendations. Also in N 312 814 hnvvkntv is read. 

The tradition is of course not an absolute unit in all these passages. Its fluctua- 
tions have not proved great enough to produce any variation in these editions except 
at T 140, T 100. 

1 Yet Bekker plainly stated, Horn. Bltttler, I, 138, that this edition was not used. 
His article is a series of statistics beginning : "A hat (in den ausgabtn vor meiner letzten) 
389 daktylische versanf&nge gegen 22& spondeische." 

2 Or another similar Vulgate edition. Professor Scott's language is ambiguous. 
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would be expected to yield as many infinitives in -4fuv before the 
bucolic dieresis as 175 lines of the Odyssey. A recount shows that 
the figures should have been 116:53 or 100:169 — that (and not 
116:70 or 100:128) is what Professor Scott has accomplished as a 
correction of Bekker. If one wishes to change the conditions of the 
problem and count all the infinitives at the end of the fourth foot 
whether there is a dieresis or not, the result is 116:56 or 100:160. 
If one wishes to make also another change and include all infinitives 
in -nev (to pick out only those from roots ending in -e would be too 
bizarre a proposal to discuss) the result would probably not be 
greatly different. 1 It is, of course, not established that either of 
these changes would make for a better delimitation of the problem, 
but that question I shall not discuss. It is also quite probable that 
the infinitives in -eiv are actually corruptions and that our study 
would be better based on an emended text. If such a text be taken 
(I mean of course for both poems) the result would be even more 
favorable to the Iliad than were Bekker's original figures. 

I shall close with a quotation. Professor Scott says : 

"The difference here can hardly be explained by difference in theme, 
and it must be admitted that the poet of the Odyssey has revealed his com- 
parative lateness by his greatly restricted use of this archaic and important 
infinitive, if the above-mentioned figures are correct. 

The Ohio State University 

I I speak with reserve for my figures here may be at fault ; but add also l-ntv, 
-Kririitv and oini.-na> Iliad 6, Odyssey 3, making 124:63 or 100: 151. 



